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REMARKS 

Qaims 1-21 are pending in the Application. AH of claims 1-21 were rejected in the 
Office action of Decen,ber 30, 2005. Claims 1, 10, and 15 are independent claims. Claims 2-9. 
11-14. and 16-2] depend either directly or indirecUy from independent claims I, 10. and 15,' 
respectively. The AppUcants request teconsideration of the pending claims 1-21, in light of the' 
following remarks. 

Amendments to the Claims 

Claim 1 has been amended to add the text "...one or more circuits comprising..." to the 
preamble, to modify the text "...port means..." to "...port...", and to correct a minor 
grammatical error. iTje Applicants respectfully submit that no new matter has been added by 
these amendments. 

Claims 2 - 9 have been amended to change the text string "invention" to read "one or 
more circuits" for consistency with claim 1, and to coixect punctuation or grammatical eirors. 
The Applicants respectfiijly submit that no new matter has been added by these amendments. 

Claim 10 has been amended to correct punctuation and grammar. The Applicants 
respectfully submit that no new matter has been added by these amendmems. 

Claim 15 has been amended to more clearly describe the claimed subject matter. The 
Applicants respectfully submit that no new matter has been added by these amendments. 

Clahns 16 - 21 have been amended to change the text string "invention" to read 
"apparatus" for consistency with claim 15. The Applicants respectfully submit that no new 
matter has been added by these amendments. 

Objections to the Claims 

Claims 5 - 9 and 1 6 - 2 1 were objected to. due to informalities. Claims 5 ~ 9 and 1 6 - 21 
have been amended, as described above. AppUcant believes that the amendments to claims 5 - 9 
and 16 - 21 fiilly address the objections. AppUcants respectfuUy request, therefoi«, that the 
objection to claims 5-9 and 1 6 - 2 1 be withdrawn. 
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Rejections of Claims 

Claims 1-4, 15 and 19 were reiected under 3S li <? r u • . ^, 

imaer ^3 u,!>,L. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Freeburg (US 4,850,032) in view of Shimada AJS 4 HAti Afii^ -n, a i- . ^ 

mwvr oumiiioa iut> 4,»66,667), The Applicants respectftilly 

traverse the rejection. 

With regard to an obviousness rejection. MPEP 2142 states that in order for a prima fecie 
case of obviousness to be established, three basic criteria must be met, one of which is that the 
reference or combination of references n,ust teach or suggest all the claim limitations. Further. 
MPEP 2143.01 states that "the mere fact that references can be combined or modified does not 
«oder the resultant combination obvious unless the prior art suggests the desirability of the 
combination", and that "although a prior art device 'may be capable of bemg modified to nm the 
way the apparatus is claimed, there must be a suggestion or motivation in the inference to do so"' 
(citing In re Mills. 916 F. 2d 680, 16 USPQ 2d 1430 (Fed Cir. 1990)). Mor^v^r. MPEP 
2143.01 also states that the level of ordinary skiU in the art cannot be relied upon to provide the 
suggestion. .." citing Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Int'l Inc., 174 F. 3d 1308, 50 USPQ 2d. 1161 (Fed 
Cir. 1999). 

Regarding amended claim 1. the Applicants submit that the proposed combination of 
references doe. not teach, suggest, or disclose, for example, in a data communication system 
having a plurality of mobile transceiver units communicative with a plurality of base tmasceiver 
units, one or more circuits comprising a network controller intercommunicative between the base 
.ransceiver units and one or more host computer, for data intci^hange therebetween, having a 
port and pixividing selection of one of a plundity of electrical interface standards for 
communication using said port, based upon user input The Applicants appreciate t^gnition in 
the Office action that Freeburg does not specifically disclose providing selection of one of a 
plurality of electrical interface standards for communicating using said port based upon a user 
input. (Office action item 4, page 3) The OfiRce action alleges, however, that Shimada discloses 
providing selection of one of a plurality of electrical interfece standards for communicating using 
said port means based upon a user input. The AppUcants disagree. The Applicants respectfUUy 
submit that the proposed combination of Freeburg and Shimada fails to teach providing selection 
Of one of a plurality of electrical interface .standards for communicating using said port based 
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upon a user input. Instead. Shin^ada teaches a selector box adapted to be connected between a 
first terminal that comprises an RS232C interface, and a plurality N of second terminals, each of 
wh.ch also inchides an RS232C interface. Shimada teaches selectively connecting a host side 
terminal (24 of Fig. 2) to one of a plurality of ^aQQcLciffiuite (20^23 of Fig. 2), and does not 
teach selection of one of a plurality of electrical interface standard, for communicating using a 
port means, (col. 4, lines 18-46) Shimada teaches orjy one electrical interfece standard for 
communicating using said port means, namely RS232a All of channel circuits 20-23 of Fig 2 
employ the same RS232C electrical interface standard- (col. 6, lines 58-62) Shimada fails to 
teach the channel circuits cozrantmicaling using any electrical interface standards other than 
RS232C, and therefore fails to teach a plurality of electrical interface standards for 
communicating using a port. Shimada foils to teach anything with respect to selection of the 
electrical interface standard used by the channel circuits 20-23. As i^cogjuzed by the Examiner, 
Freeburg is silent with respect to pioviding selection of one a plurality of electrical interface' 
standards, and limits discussion to RS232 interfaces. Ft^eburg fails to disclose a means for user 
input for selection of an electrical interface standard. Instead, Freeburg met^ly discloses a data 
communication system liaviog a network control processor with RS232 interfaces. (See 
Freeburg, e.g., nO. 1 and 2, and respective text). The Applicants respectfully submit that, for at 
least these reasons, the proposed combination of Freeburg and Shimada fails to teach or suggest 
all of the limitations recited in Applicants amended claim I . 

Therefore, for at least the above stated reasons, the Applicants i^spectfiiUy submit that 
amended claim 1 is allowable over the proposed combination of Freeburg and Shimada. Claim 1 
is an itidependent claim. Because claims 2 - 9 depend either directly or indirectly fiom claim 1. 
Applic^ts respectfully submit that claims 2 - 9 are allowable over the proposed combination of 
references, as well. TTxeiefore, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 1- 
4 under 35 V.S.C. § 103(a), be withdrawn. 

Regarding amended claim 15, the Applicants respectfully submit the proposed 
combination of references does not teach, suggest, or disclose, for example, an apparatus for 
capturing, transmitting and processing data, said apparatus including an image capture device 
and processing and transmitting units for radiating information in the form of electromagnetic 
waves, a stationary receiver, and a data processor coupled to the stationary receiver, comprising 
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a network controUer member having a muiUpJicity of communication ports thereon, said network 
controller member intercommTuucative with said data processor at one of said communication 
pom, said network controUer member intercommunicative with said stationary receiver at 
another of said communication ports, said network controller member selectively operable with 
said data processor using one of a pluraUty of electrical interfece standards, based upon user 
input. More specifically. Applicants respectfully submit that the proposed combination of 
Freeburg and Shimada fails to teach a network coirtn,ller member intercommunicative with a 
data processor at one of a multiplicity of communication ports, where the network contiT,]Ier 
member is selectively operable with the data processor using one of a plurality of electrical 
interface standards, based upon user input. The Applicants respectfully submit that Applicants- 
claim 15 is allowable over the proposed combination of references for at least the reasons set 
forth above with respect to claim I. 

Therefore, for at least the above staled reasons, the AppUoants respectfully submit that 
amended claim 15 is allowable over the proposed combination of Freeburg and Shimada. Claim 
15 is an independerjt claim. Because claims 16 - 21 depend either directly or indirectly from 
claim 15, Applicants respectfuUy submit that claims 16 - 21 are allowable over the proposed 
combination of references, as well. Therefore, the Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection of claims 15 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a), be withdrawn. 



Claims 5 and 8 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Freeburg in view of Shimada as applied to claim 4 above, and f^er in view of Fadem (US 
5,090,013). 1-he Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. Applicants respectfully submit 
that amended claims 5 and 8 depend either directly or indirectly from independent claim 1. 
Applicants believe that independent claim 1 is aUowable over the pioposed combination of 
references, in thai the proposed combmation of references fails to overcome the deficiencies of 
Freeburg and Shimada, as set forth above. Because claims 5 and 8 depend indii^ly from claim 
1. the Applicants respectfully submit that dependent claims 5 and 8 ate alloivable over the 
proposed combinaUon of references for at least the reasons set forth above With respect tO Claim 
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1. Therefore, the Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 5 and 8 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) be withdrawn. 



Claim 6 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Frceburg in 
view of Shimada as applied to claim 1 above, and fotther in view of Gilhousen et al. (US 
5.109,390, hereinafter "Gilhousen'-). The Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 
Applicants re.,pectfiJ1y submit that amended claim 6 depends from independent claim 1. 
Applicants believe that indepetident claim 1 is allowable over the proposed combination of 
references, in that the proposed combinatioii of referees foils to overcome the deficiendes of 
Freeburg and Shimada, as set forth above. Because claim 6 depends from claim 1, the 
Applicants respectfully .submit that dependent claim 6 is allowable over the proposed 
combination of references for at least the reasons set forth above with respect to cMm J. 
Therefore, the Applicants rcspectftiUy ie<,uest that the rejection of claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) be withdrawn. 



Claim 7 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Freeburg in 
view of Shimada as applied to claim 1 above, and fiirther in view of Ide cl al. (US 4,739,288, 
hereinafter »Ide"). The Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. Applicants respectfully 
submit diat amended claim 7 depends fiom independent claim 1. Applicants believe that 
independent claim 1 is allowable over the proposed combination of references, in that the 
proposed combination of references fails to overcome the deficiencies of Freeburg and Shimada 
as set forth above. Because claim 7 depends from claim 1, the Applicants respectfully submit 
that dependent claim 7 is allowable over the proposed combination of references for at least the 
reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1. Therefore, the Applicants respectfully request 
that the rejection of claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) be wHhdrawn. 
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9 and 21 wer. r^ected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fr^burg in view of Shimada as applied to claims I and 15 above, and further in view of Duis 
(OB 2288249A) and Lubarsky et al. (US 4.841.437, hereinafter "Lubarsky"). The Applicants 
respectfully traverse the rejection. Applicants respectfully sub„.it that a„.ended clai.ns 9 and •>! 
depend from independent claims 1 and 15, respectively. Applicants believe that independent 
dam.5 1 and 15 are allowable over the proposed combination of references, in that the proposed 
combmation of references fails to overcome the deficiencies of Freeburg and Shimada, as set 
forth above. Because claims 9 and 21 depend, respectively, from claims 1 and 1 5, the Applicants 
respectfully submit that dependent claims 9 and 21 are allo>^le over the proposed combination 
ofreferences for at least the reasons set forth above with respectto claims 1 and 15, respectively 
Therefore, the Applicants re^tfully request that the injection of claims 9 and 21 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) be withdrawn. 



Claims 10 and 12 - 14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Freeburg m view of Duis and further in view of Shimada. The Applicants respectfully traverse 

the rejection. 

Regarding amended claim 10, the Applicants respectfully submit the pmposed 
combmation of references does «>t teach, suggest, or disclose, for example, in a data 
communication system having a multipUcity of mobile portable t^mceiver units communicative 
by radio means with base transceiver units, an apparatus for data interchange between said base 
transceiver units and a host computer comprising a housing having a multiplicity of 
communication ports thereon, at least three of said communication ports selectively controllable 
to provide data interchange using an RS232 electrical interface standard, based upon user input, 
at least two of .said communication ports selectively controUable to provide data interchange 
using a RS422 eleclrical interface standard, based upon user input. The Applicants app^iate 
recognition in the Office action that Fteebuig does not specifically disclose at least thx^ of the 
communication ports selectively controllable to provide interchange using an RS422 electrical 
interiace standard and based upon user input. (Office action item 9, page 7) The Applicants also 

appreciate recognition in the Office action that the combination of Freeburg and Duis fail to 
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disclose p«,viding .election of one of a plu^ity of electrical int^ce staodanls for 
conim^cating using said port ba^d upon a user input. (Office action item 9. page 7) 

The Office action allege., however, that Shimada disclose, pn^viding selection of one of a 
Pl^^oht, of electrical interface standards for communicating usi.g port xnea«3 based upon user 
^nput. (Office action item 9, page 7) TTie Applicants disagree. Instead. Shimada teaches a 
selector box adapted to be connected between a first terminal that comprises an RS232C 
interface, and a plurality N of second tenninals, each of which also includes an RS232C 
intecfece. Shimada teacbe. selectively connecting a host side tenninal (24 of Fig. 2) to one of a 
Plu^>ty of channel drcuite (2(^23 of Fig. 2). and does not teach election of one of a pluxaUty of 
electncal mlcrfacc standards for communicating using a port. (col. 4, lines 18-16) Shimada 
teaches only one electrical bterfece standard for conununicating using said port means, namely 
RS232C. All of chamtel circuits 20-23 of Fig. 2 employ the same RS232C electrical interface 
standard, (col. 6, lines 58-62) Shimada fails to teach the chamiel ci«uits conununicatrng using 
any electncal mtcrface standards other than RS232C, and therefore fails to teach a plurality of 
electrical interface standards for comnxunicating using a port. Shimada fails to teach anything 
with respect to selection of the electrical interfece standaxd used by the channel ciicuits 20-23 
F^eburg and Duis also fail to teach anything with respect to the selection of an elecuical 
interface standard based on user input, 

TDerefoie, for at least the above stated reasons, the Applicants respectftUy submit that 
claim 10 IS allowable over the proposed combination of Fteeburg. Duis and Shimada. Claim 10 
is an independent claim. Because claims 12 - 14 depend from claim ID, Applicants respectftilly 
submit that claims 12 - 14 are allowable over the p«,posed combination of references, a« well. 
Therefore, the Apphcants respectfully request that the injection of claims 10 and 12 - 14 under 
33 U.S.r. §103(a), be withdrawn. 



Claim II was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being tmpatentable over Freeburg in 
view of Duis and Shimada and further in view of Luba«ky. The Applicants respectfttUv traverse 
the rejection. Applicants respectfuUy submit that claim 11 depends from i«dependem claim 10 
Applicants believe that independent claim 10 is allowable over the proposed combination of 
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Z t ~ "''^^ •» ~» ^ «-C,« Of 

Freeb„e.t>u.a«,Sh™«Has«,ft*ab„,, Because ctata n d=p=„* f™„ ,0 
App^,n« ^^pecfWly .tai, aepeodcB, „ ^ ^ ^ 

oon.ta»on of reference, fcr « .ea« *, ^ fc^ ^ 

neref^e, the App«ea«s .espcctfUIy request ta, ,he rejeetton „f .Wm , , under 35 US c' 
103(a) be Withdrawn. 



Clauns 16 and 20 were rejected «.der 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fieeburg in view of Shimada and further in view of Alvarez m et aL (US 4,332,026. he«:inaftcr 
Alvarez"). The Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. Applicants respectfully submit 
that amended claims 16 and 20 depend from independent claim 15. Applicants believe that 
mdependent claim 15 is allowable over the proposed combination of references, in that the 
proposed combination of references fails to ove«.ome the deficiencies of Freeburg and Shimada, 
as set forth above. Because claims 16 and 20 depend from claim 15, the Applicants respectfully 
submit that Uepeadem claims 16 and 20 are allowable over the proposed combination of 
refe^nces for at least the rea.,ons set forth above with respect to clai^x, 15. Therefore the 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 16 and 20 under 35 U.S.C 103(a) be 
withdrawn. ^ 



Claxm ,7 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Freeburg in 
view of Shimada and further in view of Sasula et aJ. (US 4,698.805, hereinafter "Sasuta"). 7T,e 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. Applicants respectfully submit that amended 
c ami 17 depends from independent claim 15. AppUcants believe that indep«ndem claim 15 is 
aUowable over the proposed combination of references, in that the pmposed combinaHon of 
references fails to overcome the deficiencies of Freeburg and Shimada, as set forth above 
Because claim 17 depends from claim ,5, the Applicants respectfully submit that dependent 
cW 17 . allowable over the proposed combination of references for at lea^ the .^ons set 
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forth above with respect to claim 15 Therrfnr» »k» a i- 

y m 13. merefore, the Applicants respectftiUy i^uest that the 

rejection of claim J 7 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) be withdrawn. X «st that the 



Cla^ 18 wa. rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) ^ being unpatentable over Freeburg in 
vtew of shin^ada and further i„ view of Saito et al. (US 5,019.966, hereinafter "Saito") TT.e 
AppLcants respectfidiy tn.ver^ the rejection. Applicants respectfully subn,it that amended 
c ann 18 depends from independent claim 15. Applicants believe that independent clain, 15 i.s 
al owable over the proposed combination of „ferences. in that the propo^ combination of 
references fails to overcome the deficiencies of Fr^burg and Shimada, as set forth above 
Because clam. 18 depends from clai™ 15, the Applicant, re^o^iy submit that dependent 
claam i g i« allowable over the proposed combination of references for at least the reasons set 
forth above with respect to claim ,5. The^for., Ae Applicants respectfully request that the 
rqection of claim 1 8 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

The Applicants believe that all of claims 1-21 are in condition for allowance. Should the 
Examiner dtsagt^ or have any questions r^arding this submission, the Applicants invite the 
£xammer to telephone the undersigned at (3 12) 775.8000. 

A Notice of Allowability is courteously solicited. 



16 



PAGE 19120 ' RCVD AT 3/3012008 4:28:07 PM [Eastern Standard Time] « 8VR:USPT0«XRF-in^ 



FROM McANDREWS, HELD, & MALLOY 



(THU) 3. 30' 06 15: 31/ST. 15:25/NO. 4861050031 P 20 



The Commissiotier is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees associated with this 
communication, or credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 1 3-00 1 7. 



McANDREWS, HELD & MALLOY, LTD. 
500 West Madison Street 
Suite 3400 

Chicago, Illinois 60661 
Phone (3 12) 775-8000 
FacsimUe (312) 775-8100 



Respectfidly submitted, 



Dated: March 30, 2006 



Kevin E. Borg 
Reg. No. 51,486 
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